
Lauren L. Scheffers V,/ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

Date: April 17,2012

To: Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee
c/o Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts

Street Address: 3101 Old Jacksonville Road
Ciry, State, Zip: S-pringfield, IL 62704

From: Lauren L. Scheffers
Slrerj Arlrlress. 1^V)5 Mrrr,nin^grtae Ct.
City, State, Zip: Naperville, IL 60564

Home Phone: 63O-3O5-J4Oi (rnl ansssages)
Cell Phone: 630-212-5651 (no messages)
E-Mail: LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com
Signature
Confirmation #: 2301 0370 0001 1704 5167

WRITTEN ST]BMISSION TO
SUPREMIE COURT MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE COMMITTEE

UNDER MISPRISION OF FELONY

I am submittin g this Written Submission as required by the U.S. Code, Title 18, Crimes
and Criminal Procedure (Iederal Rr:le-s of Cjvjl Procedurg JJJ- PJeadbg-s ard Mofion1 RuJe i l,
Section 4: Misprision of felony:

Whoever, having ktwwledge of the aetaal eonrmtssion of a felony etgnizable by t eovtt of
the United States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make lotown the same to
some judge or other person in civil or military authority under the United States, shall be

Jined under this tltle or imprisoned not more than three years, or 6otlt.
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Lauren L. Scheffers Wlitten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

L PUBLIC ACr096-(55I, ANACf CON'CERN'n{G CRn{fN'fi LAW

l. I have persorral knowledge/witnessing of the felonies relative to the ongoing criminal
financial enterprises in rhe foreclosure courts ofthe l2t" Judicial Circuit Court of Will County
and the l8th Judicial Circuit Court ofDuPage County, as presided over by Judge Richard
Siegel/Judge Rossi/Judl_ge O'Lea1y in Will County and Judge Robert GibsoniAp-pointed,
Associate Judge Cerne in DuPage County.

2.UnderPublic ArJ.Og6-l,t5l^,AN.A^CIICONCE-BN.NGCBJM^DJ.ALI*AW,..tdr,a!-
effective date ofJuly l, 201 1 (see Key Exhibit 19.a inclusive), the felonies meet the definitions
oforganizers and acces sories to "ongoing financial criminal enterprise".

3. I have repoft,:d my personal knowledge ofthe ongoing felonies, as well as tax fraud, to
the many following aul horities and individuals:

a. Thom as P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois
Attorne) , General (see Group Exhibit 1.2 inclusive, Group Exhibit 5.3 inclusive,
and Gror:p Exhibit 17.3 as a subset of my research findings for more than 1.5
years),
NOTE: Please see the many e-mail addresses on the CC: list. All of those
entities. /individuals have been apprised of the felonies being committed in the
foreclor.ure courtroom of the lzth Judiciat Circuit CourL
b. Multil rle District Court judges in Will County, including Chief Judge Kinney,
Judge O 'Leary, Judge Siegel, and Judge Rossi,
c. rlftrr'rr'pb D: r*rrrt' G:urt1'trnltr m Du'Pagy C:rmr'! rirurtu\Cirg'Jt ulv llthear'or,
Associat !e Judge Ceme, and Judge Gibson,
d. The Il RS for tax fraud.
e. 

-l 
he 1l'tinois Department otRevenue tor tax lraud,

f. The Ill inois Secretary of State that neither of the Plaintiffs in my Will County or
DuPage County foreclosure case is licensed to do business in the State oflllinois,
g. The Jr ustices and Clerk of the 3'0 Appellate Court (see Group Exhibit 6

inclusivr :)
h. The Jr ustices and Clerk ofthe 2nd ApBellate Court..
i. Each ir rdividual Justice of the Illinois Supreme Court by USPS Priority Mail
with sigr rature-required proofofdelivery (see Group Exhibit 4.1.b and Group
Exhibit ii.r.b\
j. The C lerk of the Illinois Supreme Court,
k. A Ju<licial Complaint requesting investigation of Judge Siegel for Commission
of a Clas s 1 ?dlrny on lCoruary 29,'Ztr'r2'tndr'r 1mr serveir on Apiil 12, Tr'r2,
again by USPS Priority Mail with signature-required proof of delivery (see Group
Exhibit I r.1 inclusive),
l. The D epartment ofJustice,
m. Will County Sheriff Kaupus.
n. Will t.lounty State's Attomey Glasgow,
o. Will ( iounty Board,
p. Will ( lounty Chief Executive,
q. Will ( )ounty Circuit Court Clerk, Pamela McGuire, and
r. Will ( lounty Recorder of Deeds Karen Stukel.
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Lauren L. Scheffers Written Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

4. Per the Onlin e Docket (see Key Exhibit l2) of the 12th Judicial Circuit Court of Will
County, I have submitt.ed many Notices of Filing since July of 2011 to make my ongoing reports
part ofthe public recor:t,

a. Repor ts ofTreason by the Justices ofthe Illinois Supreme Court (see Group
Exhibit ' 1.1.b inclusive and Group Exhibit 5.1.b inclusive), and
b. Reporrof lllll Cbun)',bu!u S'vgnps Jiammlviiar ofc Crass I .\alnry'or
February 29, 2012 per the Report ofProceedings and his Order ofPersonal
Deficierrcy (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive).

NOTE; As specified i n the Notices of Filing, courtesy copies have been given to Chief
Judge Kinney, Judge t0'Leary, Judge Siegel, and Judge Rossi, so all four have been
apprised of the felonie .,s being committed in the foreclosure courtroom of the l2'h Judiciat
Circuit Court,

5. I have also re ported attomeys for Pierce & Associates; Dykema Gossett; and Deutsch,
Levy, & Engel r dth extensive supporting documentation to the IARDC, only to have the
office staff retur n refusal to investigate form letters.

NOTE: With this written submission, I am now reporting my personal knowledge of the
felonies being commir-ted on a daily basis in the 12th Judicial Circuit Court of Will County
and the 18th Judicial Circuit Court of DuPage CounQ'to the Illinois Supreme Court
Mortgage Foreclosure - Committee.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W'itten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

II. CREDENfiALS

1. My credentiz Lls: I am a non-attorney, but I was a former CPA/auditor with Touche
Ross LA (post-Equity I runding) and a long-term Business Analyst/Quality Assurance-System
Tester in Information T echnology, starting with Arthur Andersen Consulting in 1980 (pre-
Enron).

2. I became an independent IT consultant around 1985.

3. My last client as an independent, senior consultant was the Federal Reserve of Chicago
in Q4 of 2007 before A merican IT prolessionals were replaced with cheap legal/illegal alien
workers, a primary caur ie ofthe foreclosure crisis in Illinois and across the country.

4. I had previorrsly been a consultant at JPMorgan Chase in Chicago, Bank One, Hanis
Bank, Continental Bank-anrlrbe- very sfrilgr.nt-rtr}arrarar fir-el indl $trJ ar, A}rhatflBaxic.r I-alrr-

5. I also have ar L M.B.A. from UCLA with dual majors, Computer Information System
and'\{arkefing,iF.:na'rtr..

6. Based on tho se many years as a financial auditor and as an IT quality assurance
analystTtester,l'have'be en required tokeep documentatron in support ol any prdblems 1 reported.

7 .In each of m) . two criminal foreclosure cases, I paid for more than 400 pages of
Reports of Proceedingr; at $3.15 or $3.70 per page. The public records in each case are in the
thousands ofpages. Jr,dge Rossi has more than 13 3-ring binders of courtesy copies in Will
County and has refuserl to return the binders to me.

NOTE: I believe my credentials and my entire work history, as well as the extensive
c<rnpreie$ rvidr-nrc J liavc-quhmiJfrd rrudr-r-Srfirrn -1 J$9 Ca.':fift:atir\n wrurld qura.lift -mr -a-s

an expert witness regl rrding the ongoing criminal financial enterprise in the foreclosure
courts of Will County and DuPage County.
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Lauren L. Scheffers Wr itten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

III. T|3O'N-DA fiON'Ai TLI,IN'OIS LA W

1. As always, I have submitted foundational Illinois Supreme Court Rules, Code of Civil
Procedure, laws (see Kr:y Exhibit 19 inclusive):

a. Public A.ct 096-1551, AN ACT conceming criminal law, effective July 1,2011
(see Key Exhibit 19.a)

b. Rule 63' Canon 3 (see Key Exhibit l9.b)
c. Rule 8.4, Misconduct (see Key Exhibit 19.c)
d. ILCS 7 37.5/.1lA9 ,Qrlulr.-of Cjlil Pr-or:e.rhee-, te;. Ve:ri.fi.cat-ir:n-by CeJd-finai.i^rr. (sp-e-

Key Exl ibit 19.d.1)
e. ILCS 73 5 sl/uI.II. Pt. 10, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Summary Judgment (see

KeyExtrbrt 19.d2)
f. ILCS 7C;5-510.0l,Illinois Conveyances Act (see Key Exhibit 19.d.3))
g. ILCS 7:i5 s/Art. XV, Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit

19.d.4))
h. ILCS 81 0 S/Article 3, Uniform Commercial Code, re: Negotiable Securities and

Part 3. I lnforcement of Instruments (see Key Exhibit 19.d.5))
i. ILCS 7::15 sll.rt.Il, Pt. 6 Code of Civil Procedure, re: Pleading (see Key Exhibit

19.d.6)
i. Illinois. Financial Crime Law (see Key Exhibit 19.e)
NOTE: It app, :ars that, as of July 1,2011, Public Act 096-1551 above has
superseded thir.; Illinois Financial Crime Law of 1961.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

rV: SECU'RIruZAION

1. Subsequent :o the implementation of Public Act 84-1462, effective July 1, 1987, that
included the Illinois M, ortgage Foreclosure Law, ILCS 735 slAft. XV, (see Key Exhibit 19.d.4)),
a major change occurre rd in the real estate markets in the 1990s.

2. That change is now referred to as "securitization".

3. An excellent "Do - Did" schematic (see Key Exhibit 20) was created by James
McGuire that documen ts the drastic changes that occurred with a comparison of current
procedures, "Do", vs. F)rior procedures, "Did".

4. In non-legak:se, I use the following analogy to explain the Mortgage-Backed Securities
of my Will County cas e and the Mortgage Electronic Registration System of my DuPage County
case:

a. The o riginal lenders per the Mortgage and Note closing papers property-owners
signed e ndorsed the Note to "blank", thereby converting the Note to bearer paper.
b. Anyo ne who had access to a Note with an endorsement to blank could sell the
Note.

t) When I refinanced three mortgages in 2003 with Town &
I'IlorrntrVlAm-erfur;le*1. as tbe. orio-inal leru!,er per the. WiJl
( Jounty/DuPage County property records, all three Notes were
e :ndorsed to blank

c. ?lhe irr'rhTfttus surhrrrrri,e, rttr.'ru rLrrrdars, suvrh ar rd:menqrust- arnC Crrtrrn',1wnde,
immedirately sold those Notes into the equivalent of "mutual funds" where
investols purchased shares ofsuch a mutual firnd to receive monthly or quarterly
investmr ;nt lncome'based on mortgage 'mterest and ga'rns on the sales o1 tne
propert).
d. There are two major, but different, types of "mutual funds":

I ) Mortgage Electronic Registration System and
.2) Mortgage-Backed Security trusts.
NOTE: The alleged Deutsche Bank National Trust 2004-Rl has over 1.5
{ 'billion* dollars in a single trust of the 25 or so Ameriquest trusts per the
! iEC site.

5. There are now several critical problems relative to those subprime, toxic Notes:
a. Milli, rns have gone into default or into strategic/intentional default.
b. Largt: percentages of residential and commercial properties are now
"underw ater", where the amounts due are greater than the current market value of
the prop .:rties.

c. Ihecl.raia of ti e from tbe origind lender to the foreclosure P.laintiffs does not
exist in the county property records in Illinois for properties that have been
securitiz :ed into Mortgage-Backed Security trusts or tracked in the Mortgage
ErvUntnr :Lc Rvgir$ndcrtnr S'y.<tenr,'rhrerCuy tJrou&ng'&e ptryvfry 'ifLlvs of rrcnrylrrnrsL
propeni( s in Illinois.
d. Who r etained the servicers as payment processing companies, ifnot the
mortgagee'/
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

5. There are nc,'w several critical problems relative to those subprime, toxic Notes
(con't.):

e. As d' Jcumented in the "Do - Did" analysis (see Key Exhibit 20), the original
Mortgatiges were intentionally destroyed:

l) In my two cases, Judge Rossi in Will County and Judge Gibson in
DuP4ge Comly granfed Plainf^iff-Molion-s frrr -Summary -IudJtme.nt wlen

. originals of the two Mortgages were never produced in open court, in
, violation of the Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law requirement that the
,r €nrdn tf,..hrc E',rhi,brts 'n' sup4rcrr, tf,'&rc d'rnryd.:nna :n"&rc Ctmdra,rrL
: nust be produced in open court.

f. When /with whom/under what authority did servicers sign Pooling and

Servrbr og Agreements 1'PSA) |
g. Iftht :re is no Mortgagee ofrecord, who authorized the many changes in
service :s since 2003 in my two cases?
h. Ifthe re is no legally enforceable Mortgagee of record in the property records,
then wh;o were the servicers collecting payments for? With the subsequent
distribu tion to investors, werepropertJ-owners victim of Consumer Fraud in
making. mortgage payments to servicers at all?

QUES'IION: Didn't the servicers receive fraudulent payments just like
other nnortgage scam husinesses under criminal iuvestigation?
i. More importantly, if the Pooling and Servicing Agreement requires the
servicerrs to advance to the investors mortgage interest when the Mortgagor
fails to make ffte p4f 'f,€rf, Fasr'f afte P,SA ruqonnad ffre survn"'ers fo ie CO-
SIGNERS, so the NOTE/NIORTGAGE IS NOT IN DEFAULT AT ALL?
j. CRJ'ilICAL As a matter of Illinois law, that securitization meant that
mortga ge defaults coulil not elect to enforce those securitizeil Notes uniler the
Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit 19.d.4)), because the
securiti es are in Mortgage-Backed Security trusts, not land trusts, and
mortgrrges are not real estate installment contracts.

1) See the Petition for a Certificate of Importance relative to that issue
that was allegedly denied by the 3'd Appellate Court (see Group
I Sxhibit 6 inclusive) and
i2) See the Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction
l,Pursuant to Section 2-619 that was allegedly denied by the Illinois

, Supreme Court (see Group Exhibit 5 i4clusive).
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

V. FRAUD UPON THE COURT

1. I have repor'ied to all levels ofthejudiciary system and to the Illinois Secretary of State

that the Plaintiffs in m' y two cases are not licensed to do business in the State oflllinois-
Therefore, they are der ried access as Plaintiffs to the Illinois judicial system.

2. Per the Onli::ne Docket (see Key Exhibit i2) of the 12th Judicial Circuit Court of Will
County:

a-, Tbe {.ihmdaint,wa-.rfiledon,Augr-s1-26,2}O9-.
b. Yet, l there has been no order to set up a Case Management conference in
prepara tion for a trial.

3. On Septemb'er 16,2009, after the Complaint had been filed on August26,2009' I
received a collection l;etter from Pierce & Associates (see Key Exhibit 13):

a. Pierc,e & Associates was hired by the servicer, American Home Mortgage
Servicir rg, Inc., *not* by the Plaintiff.
b. The t otal amount ofthe debt due is $186,795.82

^1,) ^Pe;r" lhe Comprla-int -fi-le.d on -ArUrr:-qJ 26, 2Oft-S, ^le-ss than 3 weejcs

previously, the amount due was $170,963.25
2) Per the September 10, 2010 Affidavit (see Key Exhibit 5), the amount
Ctrc-rcts$2O8,M4i75
3) Per the January 20, 2011 Affidavit (see Key Exhibit 6), the amount due

was $210,601.10.
4) Per the Juty 20, /0t I Shen'l1's Report ofSal'e and Dl'strfbutron ofJ-uly
20,2011(see Group Exhibit 17.1), there was a deficiency of $74,973.96
(with fraudulent "post judgment advances of $6,515'35 included in that
calculation) after the foreclosure sale of $ 152,000, for a total of amount

&te of $226,973.96.
QUESIilION: No supporting documents for any of the drastically different
amourrts due were submitted to the Court, from $170'963.25 to on August
26,2009 to the calculated amount due oI $226,973.96 per the Dunn, Martin
Sheriff s pa.ekage (see Group Erhibit L?-$ with. a "robosigned" Sheriff
Kaupurs "signature" by ink stamp. How can they not be considered
Consurner Fraud?

4. On Novemt,er 13,2009,I filed my Answer and Counter-Complaint (see Group Exhibit
7 inclusive) with exter rsive supporting Exhibits submitted under Section 1 109 Certification.

5. On Novembr;r 9,2009,I filed the Defendant's Motion for Quiet Title (see Group

Exhibit 8 inclusive).

6. On December 24,2009,I served Defendant's First Request for Production (see Group
Exhibit 9.1).
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

7. On Februarl, 26,2010,I received Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's First Request for
Production (see Key E xhibit l4lGroup Exhibit 9.2):

a. My f irst request for production (see Group Exhibit 9.1) was the original Note
and the original Mortgage, as well as the original Assignment (see Key Exhibit
21).
b. The I 'laintiff s Response stated:

l) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original ofthe mortgage and
will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation continues."
2) "Tn:sler- sfaLe-s rlat- it is sr-axchi.n-g ?ur an- original o{ t$e. r^rot-e aad will
produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation continues."
3) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original ofthe assignment and

wirl pnrdurr ic ro Sclrefbrs rrpon r\:caring ir. lnvrstigar'ion cunfintrss. "

8. On March 3 .2010,I filed the DefendanVCounter-PlaintiffMotion to Dismiss
Complaint to}oreilos, i Mortgage fbr Lack of Legal Standing (see Group Exhibit 1l inclusive).

9. On March I (;.2010, Plaintiff s alleged counsel filed Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant's
Motion to Dismiss Af flrrmative Defenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section
2-619.1 (see Group E xhibit 10 inclusive).

10. On May l3 ,2010, Judge Siegel signed the Order (see Group Exhibit 1 1.4) that stated:

a. "Defl :ndant's Motion to Dismiss is denied."
b. "The, Court finds that Plaintiff has legal standing":

l) Per the Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's First Request for Production
(see Key Exhibit l4lGroup Exhibit 9.2), the Plaintiff s alleged counsel

admi^ttvl inpleadiwos ard rJ:uirw. tle. May l^1,20f0 h€aringtlzl:
a) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the
mortgage and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it.
rrnves,:iga"*rirrr o:rrr1',rties" as ehftrgft fhe'-e rs .rirrre fihan orre,:rrgrrtal
ofthe mofigage.
b) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original ofthe
assignment and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it.
Investigation continues" as thought there is more than one original
ofthe note.
c) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original ofthe
assignment and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it.
Investigation continues" as though there is more than one original
ofthe assignment.

1 1. On June | , 2A1A, -I -submjtJe.d my fi^rst .Modon Jo CompeJ Produc.fion {-see Group
Exhibit 9.3).

12. On August \Z,2tr\+, Judgc Siegdr sigrred ar, OrCrcr (scc Kuy Bxhr:'b:rt 15 md Group
Exhibit 9.4) that violat ed my right to due process by denying routine discovery of items required

for judgment under the , Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law.
a. "l)efend'ant's Motron d'enr'ed lbr reasons stated on the record."
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Lauren L. Scheffers \\:ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

13. On Augus1 12, 2010, Judge Siegel's Order (see Group Exhibit 1.5 and Group Exhibit
9.4) clearly violated jr. rdicial discretion according to the Code of Civil Procedure relative to
Pleadings (see Key E) rhibit 19.d.6) , when the order went on to state:

a. "All filings by Defendant Scheffers related to affirmative defenses,
counte rclaims, or related defense matters must be submitted to the Court for
writter t approval regarding whether Plaintiff must respond or whether the
filings will be stricken without hearing or further briefings."

14. On Septen:rber 8- 2010, I suhmitred t]€ Defendanr Motilon for Summary Judgment
(see Group Exhibit 12 inclusive).

15. On October-,s, 2OlO, ,D,h,i--'*,'ffs a,lLgteC o:urrsud arta'r,ty'.fiLaC a '\(l*,inr frt Sffi*e
Defendant's Motion fcr Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.2). The primary grounds for
that Motion was Judg: Siegel's August 12, 2010 Court Order (see Group Exhibit 12.2.d) clearly
violated judicial discre tion according to the Code ol Civi't ?rocedure relative to Headings (see
Key Exhibit 19.d.6).

16. On Octobe'r 28,2010, I filed the Defendant Response to PlaintiffMotion to Strike
Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.3) and Defendant Combined
Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of Default, Motion for Judgment for Foreclosure and
Sale, and Motion for S.ummary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4)

a. Per t he Exhibits submitted under Section I 109 Certification, Plaintiffs
alleged rourr-reJ }ad -subnojtbd a -Nnfice of-lllotjnr gnd 3 ^Moforn-r:

1) Notice of Motion
2) Motion for Order of Default
3) ldrtion lor Judgmtni for Borsrhnurr and Sah
4). Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4-f.4)).

b. Nont : of those Exhibits (see Group Exhibit 12.4.f inclusive) were ever
record.edwith the Court as part oftie public record.

17. On Noven' ber 12,2010,I filed the Defendant Motion for Sanctions (see Group
Exhibit 1.4 inclusive).

18. On Noveml rer 22,2010, Judge Siegel recused himself from my case under Rule 63
(see Group Exhibit 1.:;).

a. By d oing so, Judge Siegel avoided ruling on the Defendant Motion for
Sanctious (see Group Exhibit L-4) filed on November Q 2010-

19. After Judge Siegel's recusal on November 22,2010 (see Group Exhibit 1.5), newly
elected Judge Rossi wifl ro prior nzl esrare,'swurifies bzu:f,ground was assignaC ro my'case.

20. On Januarl. 21,2011, Plaintiff s alleged counsel filed its Response to Defendant's
Motion for Sactions <s rc> (see Group Exh'ib'rt 1.6).
NOTE: That Defendr ant Motion for Sanctions was never ruled upon by either Judge Siege
due to his recusal or I ry Judge Rossi.
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Lauren L. Scheffers \\.iritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Comrnittee

2I. On Februa ry 7, NI I,Irit'eo'tire Dettno'ant Repty rn Suppon or^De€no'ant Motron 6r
Sanctions (see Group Exhibit 1.7).

22. On Februa ry 22,201l, I served Defendant's Second Request for Production (see

Group Exhibit 14.1),

23. On March 22,2011, Judge Rossi mailed a Memorandum and Orde4 (see Group
Exhibit 12.72) that I r,eceived on March 26, 2011 for a status hearing just days later on April 4,

201 t hearing:
a. "Plai ntiff s motion to strike the motion for summary judgment of Defendant is
denied. "
b-' Deti:ndanJ's mof ru lo -stri-ke tbe motinn fnr -summaqy,ir'dJpnenr nf-P-lafurjff is
denied."
c. "De,Ltndant's motion for sanctions is denied."
d. "Defeldfird s tn/.:nn {tn srmmnny idgnnrr.ts Cnr,:rvJ."

e. "Pla intiff s motion for summary judgment is denied."
f. "Marrlter is set for status on April 4,2011 at 9:00 AM in Room 401:

24. On April ti.,2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order (see Group Exhibit 12.8):
a. "Pla intiff s Motion for Summary Judgment is granted."
b. "Pl:rintiff is to send copy of its Motion for Summary Judgment to
Defenc rlant."

NOTE 1: Jud,ge Rossi sabotaged me by suddenly granting [Plaintiffl Motion for
Summary Judgaocnt ,t .a st fus crJJ lo seJ a lrjal da tc, whcn flc unrecordcd
Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment had just been denied on March 22,2011.
NOTE 2: Thr: original Mortgage and the original Assignment to support the
Complaint all egations.were nwer produced in open court ar rcquired bry the lllinois
Mortgage For"eclosure Law.

25-. On ApnT 5 , 201 I, Pierce & Assocrates sent a l'etter to Iuctge Rossf ('see Group Exhibrl
12.9) with a copy of it:s [Plaintiffl Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.10):

a. Gra nted the day before, when denied on March 22,20ll
b. Nevr;:r filed nor previously serwed upon the Defendant

NOTE: The [Plainti:ff1 Motion for Summary Judgment that was granted by Judge Rossi
on April 4,2001 Ord er (see Group Exhibit 12.8) was totally different than the [Plaintiffl
Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4,f.4)) that was never recorded in
2010.

26. OnMay 7, 2011,I filed the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure
and Sale (see Group E xhibit 13.1 inclusive):

a. Inch rded as Group Exhibit D.3 was the Alleged Corporate resolution by
Citi Rosidential Lending Inc. of November 20, 2008 (see Key Exhibit 22).
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Lauren L. Scheffers V /ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

2?. The List c I'Exiibrts (see Group Exfu'6rt 13. f .eJ submrited uno'er Sectron I f 09
Cerlification in support of the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale
(see Group Exhibit I ) inclusive) clearly document that the entire Complaint, pleadings, and

hearings violate the P laintiff s several Cease and Desist Orders (see Key Exhibit 24, Key Exhibit
25, Key Exhibit 26, at tdKey Exhibit 27.)

a. To n otift the Plaintiffthat its servicer, American Home Mortgage Servicing.
Inc. an d the two law firms it had retained were in total violation ofthose Cease

and Dt :sist Orders, I have served the Plaintifl at ATTN: David Co, Director,
Dr.lrlsr.'he Baq,k National Tru$, in San(a Ana., CA.
b. That is why the office staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court of Illinois have
copied an out-of-state Respondent with two different 'Notification Letters" (see

Gnrup Extribir 4. I . U and Cnrup Exlribif 5. I . b).

28. On May 8 . 201 l, I filed a second Motion for Sanctions, the Motion for Sanctions
Agdrnst?ierce & Associates ?ursuant to Rule 137 (see Group Exhibit 1.8 inclusive).

29. OnMay 9 ,2011,I submitted my second Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 14.3) based u pon the Second Request for Production (see Group Exhibit 14.1) with no

reply at all from PlairLtifls counsel.

30. On June 1' 7,201| I hled the Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and/or
Preliminary Injunctior r (see Group Exhibit I 5 inclusive).

31. On June 22,2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order (see Group Exhibit 1.10, Group
Exhibit 13.2, Group I ixhibit 14.4, and Group Exhibit 15.2) that denied all Defendant motions
with no briefing scher lules to reqgire a Response from Plaintifls alleged counsel to either the

Defendant's Motion tr I Compel Production (see Group Exhibit 14 inclusive) or to the Motion for
Sanctions Against Pie rce & Associates Pursuant to Rule 137 (see Group Exhibit 1.8 inclusive):

a. "Del^ b^ndanl'-s -mrttrrn to vamlerurftrmeff of-trrer^krrure and ,sale ^i-s de'n;sl "
b. "De fendant's motion for temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction
is den; ed."
c. "Defitndanf s motion tt Compel Broduttion 2 is detied."
NOTE : That denial is yet another violation of my right to due process under
the Co nstitution.
d. "Dr:fendant's Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates is denfed."
NOTIiI: With this denial, Judge Rossi clearly condoned the Rule 137

violatlons.

32. On July 1, 2011,I filed the Notice ofAppeal (see Group Exhibit 16 inclusive).

33. On July 20,, 201 I, while the case was under appeal, I personally witnessed the

:riminal sale of my h, rme by Dunn, Martin et al per the Sherifls Report of Sale and Distribution

isee Group Exhibit lir.1).

34. On July 28 , 201 I Dunn, Martin recorded the Sherifls Certificate of Sale (see Group
Exlibit 17.2) in the W 'ill County property records, when the July 20,2011 sale has never to this
date been submitted t< r the Court with a Motion for Approval of the Sale and Distribution.
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35. On FebruaLry 28,2012,I reported Dunn, Martin to Thomas P. James, Consumer
Counsel, Consumer F raud Bureau, Illinois Attomey General re: SCHEFFERSruPDATE I OF
3 DUNN MARTIN-SjCHEFFERS/PIERCE/DYKEMA CONSUMER FRAUD (see Group
Exhibit 17.3).
NOTE: Update 2 of 3 and Update 3 of 3 were Dunn, Martin Sheriff s Reports of Sale and
D-isfnihufinn wifh r4roelly fveuduJell de.ficje.ncy judgue.nt ca.lcllafiors ftai jncJude

lraudulent "post jud.lgment advances" in the many thousands of dollars.

yn.tln'I'1pilr'i.21,11,1sottc,nraJrs'oThnmrusY. ltnrrus,Ctnn;rmm CtrtnaC.,Ctnatnrm
Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attomey General re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLA SS I FELONY ON 02129112 (see Group Exhibit 1.2 inclusive).

37. On April 1.2,2012,I sent the Judicial Inquiry Board (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive)
a Request for an Immediate Investigation of Judge Richard J. Siegel for Comnission of a
Class I Felony and fbr Multiple Violations of the Judicial Code of Conduct with signature -
rcquired confirmation of delivery (see Group Exlibit 1 .1.d).
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VT. FEEDBACK- GEN'ERAL

1. The memben; invited to be on the Mortgage Foreclosure Committee included
foreclosure judges who se rulings may be under appeal:

a. My Pr *ition for Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right, Case I 13039, from the

lSth Judj cial Circuit Court ofDuPage County, is based on Judge Gibson's
enoneous Order granting PlaintiffMotion for Summary Judgment.
b. Thret: different law firms have scheduled/rescheduled that property for a
foreclos.rue sale 8- l0 tines sinne March 13, 2IJ1 1 . lt was now rescherluled, yet
again, fr om May 1,2012to May 31, 2012 with Pierce & Associates as the alleged

seller.
c. On M,ran:lr 20, 2O12, Judge Gibson was v'oted oaf of affice. It appears that the

only rec ourse foreclosure defendants have is to vote the foreclosure j udges, the

Appella te Court Justices, and the Supreme Court Justices out of office.

2. The only not ice I have received ofthe regardin g tbe April27,20l2 meeting where
the Mortgage Foreclorsure Committee is Seeking Comment on Proposals to Improve
Foreclosure Proceedir 41s (see Key Exhibit 2) was via a Google Alert. I have yet to be able to
find a single news artic le by any mainstream media or altemative medi4 even when I personally

submitted news tips to the Chicago Tribune, the Chicago Sun Times, the Daily Herald, and to the

Channel 2 News Inves:..igalots, Dave Savini arrd Pam Zekrnan-

3. Based on that Google alert, I downloaded the relevant PDFs and attached them to an

e-mail dated April 10, 2Ot2 to ?lharras P. Jarrir,rs, Coxtrtira-CotmseJ, Cor:nstrrla-rluurC Btrtau:
Illinois Attomey General re: ILLINOIS SUPREME COURT SEEKING COMMENTS ON
PROPOSALS TO IMPROVE FORECLOSURE PROCEEDINGS, April 4,2012 (see Key
Exhibit 7).

4. Based on my court hearings that have been ongoing since 2009 in the 18'h Judicial
Circuit Court and the I2ti Judiciai Circuit Court. my appeals to the 3'd Appellate Court and to the

2nd Appellate Court, ard my Petitions for Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right for Case 1 1303 13

(see Group Exhibit 3 irrclusive) and for Case 113069. my reactions to the foreclosure
proceeding "improven:rents" is that they were laughable and worthy ofa sitcom for the TV.

5. The only prol-,rb,nn .is thal J^Ll^i.ncris,hcrmeoumers.are ^hsrring J.he.i'.holnes c.a;,nnirta^tty. sald ,'n

violation ofevery foun,lational Illinois law that already exists (see Key Exhibit 19 inclusive).

6. Even a cursorl review of the enlire Fraud Upon the Court documertation, inctoding
the actual commission ofa Class I Felony by Judge Siegel on February 29,2012 as reported to

the Judicial Inquiry Boarrd on April 12,2012 (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive) and to Thomas P.

James, Consumer CounLsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attomey General (see Group
Exhibit 1.2 inclusive) should make it blatantly obvious that the RULE OF LAW DOES NOT
EXIST IN THE ILLHOIS JUDICIARY SYSTEM.

6. QUESTION: Do the proposed "improvements" to foreclosure proceedings meet recent

federal requirements of the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau re: Service Providers as of
April 13,2012(see Ke) Exhibit 1)?
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Vll. FEEDBACK- SL'PREME COURr/'APPELLArE COURr RU-LINGS

1. On January ",',2011, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled on the U.S. Bank
National Associates, tn rstee [FNl] vs. Antonio IBANEZ (see Key Exhibit 8) and was widely
reported by the foreclos ;ure fraud bloggers.

2. On page five of that ruling the Justices cited the May 21, 2008 Bayview Loan
Servicing, L.L.C vs. Je ffiey Eden Nelson ruling of the Appellate Court of Illinois, Fifth District,
No. 5-06-0664 (see Kr:y Exhibit 9).

3. Yet, on April 6,2012, that same Appellate Court of Illinois, Fifth District, No. 5-10-
0483 (see Key Exhibit -I0,)-nrled thar-fnrcdrr$r€I)efendants rannnr4rpealanvforeclrrsrues,frrr
any reason unless a final order to approve the sale of their homes has been granted, even if the
sale was based on {iau.l, which means that no Order can ever be considered "final".

4. The April 6,'.2012 ruling (see Key Exhibit 10) is basically saying that no foreclosure
defendants can appeal r rrtil after the criminal sale ofhome is approved by the court.

5. The analog I use is that I had a car loan with Company ABC for which I could
no longer afford to m;ake the payments. However, instead of Company ABC repossessing
the vehicle, the knowrr gangmembers (the "banksters") down the street are stealing the
car-

6. When I call t-)Ji Jo -rpvuJ thc rrrlrrrurc rrflh4lhrf+ lhf,ga44'mr.nhe.r:.s-show lbc
police a photocopy of the car title, and the police (the judges/justices) helped direct traffic,
so the gang members could steal the car safely.
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VIII, rtr'EDBACi(- (I]ACK Ory JL'DrCiAL rNrEGRrrl'

1. On Novembet 2,2011,I filed the Petition for Leave to Appeal Pursuant to Rule 315 or
Appeal as a Matter of I tight (see Group Exhibit 3 inclusive.).

2. On Januarl 2:5,2012,I received a'Notification Letter" (see Group Exhibit 3.2):
a. "The Supreme Court today DENIED the petition for leave to appeal or appeal
as a ma, Ltter of right in the above entitled cause."
tr . No ejider with "wet iok signauxel' o{ a Suprenre Co':st Iustice was iiclud€d.

NOTE: With rthe denial of my Petition for Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right, the
Suprene Cour"t Justices violated my right to due process and committed TREASON
rgumrf dhe Co nsffiffirn

3. On Decembe:r 15,2012,1 filed the Motion for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme
Court and Appellate C( )urt Justlces (see Group EihTbit 4 inclusivd).

4. Per the Proo{'of Service (see Group Exhibit 4.1.b), that Motion was served:
a. By delivery confirmation to the Plaintiff, ATTN: David Co, Director,
Deutsche Bank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA
b. By d;livery confirmation to Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger, and Shaun
Callahar r at Pierce & Associates,
c. By de livery confirmation to Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker of Dykema
Gocsef ,
d. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to the Clerk of the Supreme Court
of Illinc ,is,

c. 9:1 'rigtratu:e-reqrrired C,elivcry mnrfirnratiorr to eoh Jrrstite of the Supneme
Court,
f. By sig;nature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Gist Fleshman, as Clerk of
the Illirois Appellate Court, Third Distnct,
g. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Robert J. Mangan, as Clerk
of the l:.linois Appellate Court, Second District, and
h. By silgnature-required delivery confirmation of the Criminal Enforcement
Divisiorr of the Illinois Attorney General.

5. On January l5,2O12,I received a "Notification Letter" (see Group Exhibit 4.2):
a. "To<{ay the following order was entered in the captioned case: Motion by
petition er, pro se, for service of signed orders by Supreme Court and Appellate
Court Jt rstices, Motion Denied. Order entered by the court."
b. No order with "wet ink signature" ofa Supreme Court Justice was included.
c. The o ^ffire -sjaff o^f fhe Cjetk of fle -S:{rre.rne Crurrf cclnied al^l prarJ-ie-s -i^n fiaf
Proof of Service (see Group Exhibit 4.1.b) without questioning:

1) Why the Plaintiffhas an out-of-state address, or
2) Y/hy mithru of tha two la'w fiirrs filcd an Alpeararrrc, or
3l) Why Lisa Madigan/Criminal Enforcement Division was involved.

NOTE: The oflice staffof the Clerk of the Supreme Court sent competent
evidence to the Criminaf Enforcement Ilivision that the Justices ofthe
Suprenre Court are committing TREASON by not signing orders.
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d. On M?lrci 6, 2A12,IfiIedthe Motion to V'acate Vbid Orders due to Lack of
Iurisdiction Pursuant 1 -o Section 2-619 (see Group Exhibit 5 inclusive) that included two
Exhibits:

a. On F ebruary 2,2012,the Illinois Attomey General filed a Complaint, Case

12CH0.3602, The People of the State of lllinois, Plaintiff, v. Nationwide Title
Clearir'41, Inc., a Florida corporation, Defendants (see Group Exhibit 2.1).
b. Prer iously, on May 25,2011, a Subpoena had been issued to Nationwide Title
Clearirrg, Inc (see Group Exhibit 2.2). It was not until Februuy 22,2012thatI
was ablle to ancess tlnt Subpoola vta, a Freedom of lnfcmration teqrrest.
c. The I lxhibits included in support ofthe Subpoena were:

1) Exhibit A, relative to ILSC Case 113313 (see Group Exhibit 2.2.c)
inur'trrdas flre sanre urrmper'enf gvrdhrrce r' rhave su$mrited urnrbr Seutnrn
1 109 certification to Judge Siegel and Judge Rossi in the l2th Judicial
Circuit Court and to the Justices ofthe 3'o Appellate Court and

Z) T,xhibit B, relative to ILSC Case 113039 (see Group Efhibit 2.2.d) of
includes the same competent evidence I have submitted to under Section
I 109 certification to Associate Judge Ceme and to Judge Gibson in the
18th Judicial Circuit Court and to the Justices ofthe 2nd Appellate Court.

7. Per the Proo,f of Service (pee Group Exhibit 5.1.b).- that Motion was served:

a. By d,relivery confirmation to the Plaintiff' ATTN: David Co, Director,
Deutscllhe Bank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA,
b. By' d,;:Jirerl'con firmation fo Denis Piercg Robert Deisinger, and Slaun
Callaha rrr at Pierce & Associates,
c. By d elivery confirmation to Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker of Dykema
Gossefi -

d. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to the Cle* ofthe Supreme Court
of Illinois,
e. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to each Justice ofthe Supreme

Court,
f. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Gist Fleshman, as Clerk of
the Illin ois Appellate Court, Third District,
g. By si grature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Robert J. Mangan, as Clerk
of the I[J-rro.Ls -A,rpeJ-lale Courl, -Secrtnd Distrjcl, and
h. By signature-required delivery confirmation of the Criminal Enforcement
Divisio n of the Illinois Attorney General.

8. On March 2( 1,2012,1received a "Notification Letter" (see Group Exhibit 5.2):
a. "Mo tion by petitioner, pro se, to Vacate void orders due to lack ofjurisdiction
Pursuan 1to Section 2-619. Motion denied."
b. No order with "wet ink signature" of a Supreme Court Justice was included.
c. The Lrffice staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court copied all parties in that
ProofofService (see Group Exhibit 5.1.b) without questioning:

1) Why the Plaintiff has an out-of-state address, or
12) Why neither of the wo law firms filed an Appearance, or

. ,1,) Wlry LLsa -L.{ad-rgan/Crim-inal 3^atrrce^rnt'.rrJ D-iv-Lsurn x"a.s -invrived.
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NOTE;I The office sfaffofthe Clerk ofthe Supreme Court sent competent
evideruce to the Criminal Enforcement Division that the Justices of the
Supreme Court are committing TR-EASON by not signing orders.

9. On Decemb er 23,2012, after I, as a non-attomey, had submitted a Motion to Conect,
Chief Justice Kilbride of the Supreme Court of Illinois allegedly corrected the referenced Order
(see Key Exhibit I 1):

a. The 'Notification Letter" states, "Motion for Leave to Proceed in forma
pauper is permitting the applicant to sue or defend without payment offees, costs
or chalogrs is herehy al-lowerL, nunc pro turc to N.ovemhs t5.,2-f)l-L.:'
b. Yet, Chief Justice Kilbride and the Justices of the Supreme Court continued to
violate that Order by failing to address how I could submit future filings without
payiirg' .the oasfs anC ex1rerxes, patrbtr'"anty'oqpy'nxfs af rIaCr9.r, ,itl ard lr4pa-
costs a t Staples, and service costs at USPS.
c. I nor ,v need to file yet another motion, a Motion for Reimbursement for the
many'h undreds ol dollars lhave spent relative to ILSC Case 113313 and ILSC
Case 1 

.13039.

d. I use the word "allegedly" because no Justice of the Supreme Court or Justice
of the .,]'o or 2ndAppellate Courts has ever signed an Ordei (see Group Exhibit 4
inclusive)
e. QUIISTION: How does a non-attorney know Illinois law better than the
Chief Jfustice of the Supreme Court of Illinois?

,1O. Per,r^he,Refyv\".rof,prsrceedind's ^Q;r. -Serxe^'mber 7, 2OJ2 (see Grcup J,y,hihi.l .1.3)
William McAlister ap parently forged Judge O'Leary's signature on the Order, when Judge
O'Leary was presidini.g over the foreclosure courhoom in Judge Siegel's absence. I believe that
ludge Rossr cunrmertt -d on the rccurd ldrcr {nzn wedr doorn strmeme {orglng }udge Rossr' s
signature on the Order .

I 1. Per a previ ous Report ofProceedihgs lbr November 16, 2010 (see Key Exhibit 16),
Iudge Siegel had a dis.rcussion with Scott Guido ofPierce & Associates about the many
loreclosures that had t rcen put on hold.

12. On Novem ber 22,2010, Judge Siegel recused himself from my case under Rule 63
(see Group Exhibit 1 .Jl).

13. On Februa ry 29,2012, Judge Siegel actively committed a Class 1 Felony:
a. On.r\pril 5,2012,I sent e-mails to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel,
Consuner Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attomey General re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE
SIEGE L COMMITTED CLASS I FELONY ON 02129112 (see Group Exhibit
1.2 incl usive).
b. On.a,,pd^l Je 20^12I-qe.If fte -hd'c.ial In4uiry Bnard (,see Grrqp -F.x-h-ib-it -1.J

inclusive) a Request for an Immediate Investigation ofJudge Richard J.
Siegel for Commission of a Class 1 Felony and for Multiple Violations of the
Judiciarl Codt of Condutt with sigrraturr -lequired ctrrfirnratitnr of delivery (swc

Group J lxhibit 1.1.d).
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IX. VIOi(,ATTON OF IV(T RIGI{T TO OU-E PROCESS/TREASON

1. Judge Siegel denied the first Defendant Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 9 inclusive) olf a routine discovery request, to produce the original Note, the original
Mortgage, and the oril;inal Assignment from the lender to the Plaintiff. Judge Siegel blatantly
violated my right to dr :e process as TREASON against the Constitution.

2. Judge Rossi denied the second Defendant Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 14 inclusive) of another routine disccver requesl to prod'.rce eviderrce that Plaiqtifls two
separate law firms we:re actually hired by the Plaintiff, not by the servicer on behalfot he
Plaintiff. Judge Rossi blatantly violated my right to due process as TREASON against the
Cbrnr*iftrtion.

3. With its allt:ged Order denying my Petition for Leave to Appeal Pursuant to Rule 315
or Appeal as a Matter of Right (see Group Exhibit 3 inclusive), the Justices of the Supreme Court
blatantly violated my rright to due process as TREASON against the Constitution, as well.

4. Violation o f the oaths ofolfice by the Justices ofthe Supreme Court is acting
without subject mafl:er jurisdictions, as a trespasser of the law, Von Kettler et.al. v.
Johnson, 57 lll. 109 (-1870), Elliott v. Peirsol, I Pet.328,340,26 U.S. 328,340 (1828); In re
TIP-PA-HAI{S Enternprises, Inc.,27 B.R. 780,783 (1983), and acted in treason, U.S. v. Will,
449 U.S. 20O,216,10 I S.Ct. 471,66L.F,d,.2il392,406 (1980), Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. (6
Wheat) 264, 404,5I"Jd L\7 {1821>

NOTE: Per the subscription I have had for many months to the Petitions for Leave
to Appeal Dispositiorrr ?DS frlts, it a1'pears that tht Jnttitts of tht Suprtint Court art
blatantly violated thr: rights ofmany Petitioners to due process as TREASON against the
Constitution.
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X. TEEDBACK - PROPOSAL 1IATIIDAVITS

1 . How will the foreclosure proceedings be "improved" with either proposed affidavit?

2. The two prop osed Affidavits version 1 (see Key Exhibit 3) and version 2 (see Key
Exhibit 4) reference wil lingness of the Affiant to testifr in a trial.

a. QUEI iTION: Has a single foreclosure casegone to trial in lllinois? If not,
why notil?

j . Two dj-fF.ren-t.aff dav.ilswele. sr fim jtterlto lrulsJt B o*si hy Shaun-Calla,har:-ofPie:"ce. &
Associates, one as of St:ptember 1,2010 (see Key Exhibit 5) and a different one as ofJanuary
20.2011 (see Key Exhi bit 6.1:

a. The a lifar.*'b arr rirr{trm:us' ru&.r-slrrcr-arnC rhb'i1i1b" ohangvs
b. In adlition, the Affiant obviously has no personal knowledge that the Note in
this casl: was discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on May 5, 2009, so any
additionr il mortgage interest is a vjo'lauon of tederal'oarirruptcy laws, as wel1 as a

violatior offederal and state debt collection laws.

4. Per the exist;ng lllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit 19.d.4)), the
judge is required to submit a Certificate ofPersonal Knowledge of the Affiant.

a. Eve4 foreclosure Order without such judicial certificates is VOID.

5. If the foreclor rurejudges had followed the Illinois laws that they swore to uphold, the
"robo-sigdng" issue worrjd ^have lreen -in4pplicahJe fo l^l-l.ino-Ls lhe fwo ^A^ffidav^ils o^f^P^rove-Lip

in my Will County Case (see Key Exhibit 5 and Key Exhibit 6), would/should never have been
accepted by the Court.

6. Also, accordir 1g to the Illinois Conveyances Act, property records require that the
notary be licensed by th,.e Illinois Secretary ofState, so the proposed Version 1 Affidavit violates
Illinois law, which the I v4ortgage Foreclosure Committee members should have known.
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-li:T. FE"EDBACK _ PROPOSED ATFIDAVIT 2 IOOTN OTE

1. It was also "i ronic" to see the footnote on proposed Affidavit 2 (see Key Exhibit 4) that
is not on proposed Affir lavit 1 (see Key Exhibit 3):

"This ffidavit p rovides a-form-for establishing only the amounts due and owing on the
borrower's loan. Il is not intended to relieve the foreclosing parly from establishing
olher evidentiary requirements in connection with proving the allegations contained in
its complaint as appraprwle, including bul aal lirniled ta the pa:rgts right ta enfarce the
instrument of it. ebtedness d applicable"

2. What does th e &forfgage Foreclosure Comnriffes considEr "evidenfiary'requircnrenfs"?
a. ProduLction of the original note and the original mortgage in open court is
already required by the Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law, yet no original
mortgag(.: was produced in either of my cases.

b. Proof ofa valid chain oftitle relative to the right to enforce a security is already
required by the Illinois Commercial Code and the lllinois Conveyances Act.
c. The S tatute of Frauds requires "wet ink" signatures on contracts.

3. It is the footn ote that is the critical failure in the foreclosure courts in Illinois and the
entire country.

4. Any changes in foreclosureproceedings must address the "footnote"nparticularly
in relation to the more than 65 million securitized Notes registered in the Mortgage
Electronic Registration System and the Notes in the Mortgage-Backed Security trusts have
permanently clouded .i.n flre property records in lllinois and across the cauntry.
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XIT. IBEEDBACK- NROrcSAL'/PA I'II{EN.T fitlSToRY'

1. Each and every penny specified in an A{fidavit ofProve-Up is money taken from the
Mortgagor.

a. Ifther e is a surplus after the foreclosure sale, each penny ofthe Affidavit of
Prove-U p decreases the amount ofthe surplus.
b. Ifthe foreclosure sale does not cover all amounts due (e.g., property is "under
water"). each penny of the Affidavit ofProve-Up increases the amount ofthe
personal deficiency.

2. QUESTION::: How can a Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale be granted with NO
COMPETENET EVIDINCI *ruhmittrd to the {lrurrf -sqrpuutiqs'the-amrurnis dlc,
particularly with default judgments?

a. On February 29,2012, Judge Siegel explicitly committed a Class I Felony (see
Group Extrihif.1J':nohusrvcmd,Qrrou'pLxhibL l' 2:nohus;nc)-#rh'hirsQ;rdrcr
granting a Personal Deficiency of $23 I ,200 with NO EVIDENCE, NOT EVEN
AN AFF IDAVIT OF PROVE-UP, submitted for the Order that granted the
Judgmer rt tbr Forectbsure and Sht'e.

b. Two clifferent Affidavits of Prove-Up were submitted to Judge Rossi by Shaun
Callahar r ofPierce & Associates, one as of September 1, 2010 (see Key Exhibit 5)
and a dil ferent one as of January 20,2011 (see Key Exhibit 6):

1 ) The affiant is an infamous robo-signer and his "title" changes.
2 ) In addition, the Affiant obviously has no personal knowledge that the
I .lote in this case was discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on May 5,
2 ]009, so any additional mortgage interest is a violation of federal
L)anknr4tcv larac, a-r w.eJJ- a.g a-vinlatjrvr-of- fr.rlrlaL a!rd- statF- de.ht- qJJs'JjrD-
li rws.
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Xff. TEEDRACIK - PROPOSAL 3/CHAIN OF (FRAUDULENT) ASSIGNMENTS

1. On February 2 ,2012,lhe Illinois Attomey General filed a Complaint, Case
12CH03602, The Peo; rle of the State of Illinois, Plaintiff, v. Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc.,
a Florida corporation,r, Defendants (see Group Exhibit 2.1).

2. Previously,.ln May 25,2011, a Subpoena had been issued to Nationwide Title
Clearing, Inc (see Group Exhibft 2.2). It was not until February 22,2012 that I was able to
access that Subpoena via a Freedom of Information request.

3. The Exhibits included in support ofthe Subpoena were:
a. Exhilhjt-A, relatjve lo II,SC Ca-se JJ-a3Jj (,see Crro:p -F.xtLrhir 22.c) -hdudes
the sarr,re competent evidence I have submitted under Section 1 109 certification
to Judge Siegel and Judge Rossi in the 12th Judicial Circuit Court and to the
Justices of ',h,r 3'd A1nellate Cout' mrC.

b. Exhilbit B, relative to ILSC Case 113039 (see Group Exhibit 2.2.d) includes
the sam e competent evidence I have submitted to under Section 1 109
certific:ltron to Associate Judge Cerne and to Judge Gibson in tfie I8tr Judicial
Circuit Court and to the Justices of the 2nd Appellate Court.

4. In addition, I have submitted competent evidence from the Will County and DuPage
County property recorc ls to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau,
Illinois Attomey General that Plaintiff attomeys are fabricating/ recording fraudulent
assignments in the Illii-rois property records:

a. Jill R ein, Managing Partner at Pierce & Associates, as "Certifying Officer" for
the Mortgage Electronic Registration System
b. Willir m McAlister of Codilis & Associates, as "Signator" for the Mortgage
Electron ric Registration System

5. QUESTIOF{: What kind of competent evidence is required relevant to
assignments recordecl in the Illinois property records?

a. WouiLd the Court grant an Order for Foreclosure and Sale to Santa Claus
based o n upon a '3humorous" assignment (see Key Exhibit 23)?
b. Why are any of the fraudulent assignments any more valid, when the
Illinois ^Rrcruders urf Jt'cd" -a'r ^"r'{uri"rd tn.ageprf .anyfhirglsubmiffrd rp-lth

no verifi cation, whatsoever?

6. QUESTION'; Euw rztrr\frandnfnrrt l*rCirt'dnnr trt rr:qrinrd, fr'Jre ?anfdfts':nemfr
even required to prov e legal standing to agree to any loan modifications, principal
reductions, or refinan ces:

a. If the: Phihtills know tiey do not ftave fegalli entbrceable standihg,
iflwhen the Mortgagors sign loan modifications, principal reductions, or
refinances, FRAUDULENT DOCUMENTATION has been replaced with
legally e nforceable documentation.
b. Do th, : legal fees associated with those Mandatory Mediation meetings get
billed to the Mortgagor?
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d. QO'fSfIOt\-: ilow can Ffandat.ory &fedrhflbn be requr'red ffthe Pfarntr'fl3 are not
even required to pro've legal standing to agree to any loan modifications, principal
reductions, or refina nces (con't.):

c. If the : Mortgagor makes the requisite monthly payments for a "hial"
modific :ation, but a final modification is denied, then the Mortgagor effectively
has bee n conned out ofall ofthose monies that will be needed for moving costs

upon ar :l Order for Possession after the Plaintiff forecloses, anyway.
d. It ap pears that Mandatory Mediation meetings are a "win-win" for the
Plainri.i^'fs.
NOTEI: In the 12th Judicial Circuit Court of Will County, those mandatory
mediat ions are not digitally recorded and there is no Order signed by the
presidingyar{u, su f*ere rs no wdnesrs lu rny-'tiltgud" rgrecrnends made by'

the Pl:rintiffls counsel.

7. When I catle 'd a 
-I'itle Search company to ask about "sheriffls Certihcate of Sale- vs.

"SherifPs Deed", I me ntioned that Illinois attomeys were fabricating assignments. The person

casually mentioned, "( )h, there are a lot ofthose."

8. Again, Illin,:is attomeys are violating the Code ofProfessional Standards:

a. Violation ofconflict ofinterest by acting on behalfofboth the Assignor and the
Assignee
b. How do they have signing authority for the Assignor
c. Com mission of a Class X Felony against a financial institution under
Public -AcJ O96-J,t5l, .A-rY -ACT CO.NCI'RNJNG CXI^MIN.AI. I.A W see l(cy
Exhibit 19.a inclusive) for intentionally assigning a Note in default to a
fi nanc,ral institution.

8. Per media re ports, reputable Title Insurance companies will no longer insure titles for
any properties tthat have been foreclosed in Florida.

a. QUE STION: Will onl,y disreputable Title Insurance companies, as now
being srpecified to Mortgagors to use by foreclosure Plaintiffs' insure my two
proper'ties?
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XTV" FEE'DBACK - PROPOSAL 6/DEFENDANT NOTIFICATIONS

1 . Regarding s ubmission of any Motions to Vacate, based on my cases, it would appear to
be a total waste ofthe little money foreclosure defendants have:

a. On N {ay 7,2011,I filed the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for
Foreclc,sure and Sale (see Group Exhibit 13.1 inclusive).
b. On.:lune 22,2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order denying the Motion to Vacate

Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (see Group Exhibit 13.2)
c. On lvlarch 6, 2012,1fi.ledthe \4otion to Vacate Void Ordeqs.lrr' to I',ack of
Jurisdic lion Pursuant to Section 2-619 with the Supreme Court of Illinois (see

Group lExhibit 5 inclusive)
d. C\r rrvfarcrh 2C, lCf 2, I recarvvd a 'iYorirfuzrrirn ierter" frbar'sr'arleJ 'ilfofion
Denied ", but no such order was included (see Group Exhibit 5.2).

2.?erlts ApnI 6,2012 ruling in caseNo.5-10-0483 (see Key Exhfbit 1U), the same

Appellate Court ofllli nois, Fifth District, No. 5-10-0483 ruled that foreclosure Defendants

cannot appeal any fore:closures for any reason unless a final order to approve the sale oftheir
homes has been grant,:d, even ifthe sale was based on fraud, which means that no Order can ever

be considered "final".

3. The Background and Analysis in that No. 5-10-0483 ruling (see Key Exhibit 10)

clearly document that r the Defendant-Appellant did everl'thing that Proposal 6 recommends (see

Key Exhibit 2), but thr : Ap,pellate Court, Fifth District cited a 1989 Supreme Court ruling to
Cismiss the Appeal. T hat ruling is basically saying that no foreclosure defendants can appeal

until after the crimin Lal sale of home is approved by the court'

4. Yet, that ruli ng clearly violates the same Appellate Court's prior Bayview ruling No.
5-06-0664 on May 21. 2008 (see Key Exhibit 9) relative to a Summary Judgment, which is not a

final order.

5. QUESTIOI{: Why would any judge admit prior judicial error by vacating his

own prior order?
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XV. FEEDB ACK - PROPOSAL 9/PLAINfiFF ATTORNEI'ATFTDAVTT

1. Rule 137 al ready applies to the Plaintiff alleged attomeys:
a. Per n ny entire Fraud Upon the Court section relative to Will County,
particu larly the two Motions for Sanctions (see Group Exhibit 1.4 inclusive) and
Group Exhibit 1.8 inclusive), the attome,ys from Pierce & Associates (Denis
Pierce. Robert Deisinger, and Shaun Callahan) and the attomeys from Dykema
Gossel.t (Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker) committed blatant Fraud Upon the
Court.
b. Robe :rt J. Emanuel, as a principal attorney for Deutsch, Levy & Engel, but then
as a pri ncipal attomey for Much, Shelist et al, also blatantly violated Rule 137.

2.Ihave subn itted competent evidence from the Will County and DuPage County
property records to Tlromas P. James, Consumer Cowrsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois
Attomey General that Plaintiff attomeys are fabricating/ recording lraudulent assignments in the

Illinois property recor< ls:
a. Jill R ein, Managing Partner at Pierce & Associates, as "Certifying Officer" for
fte -Mor.tg€ge -E lertrnnic ^Regisl-rat-inn -s,v-sh^m

b. Will iam McAlister of Codilis & Associates, as "Signator" for the Mortgage
Electro nic Registration System

3. Will such rer:ommended attomey "affidavits" require Section 1 109 Certification/
penalty ofperjury?

4. QUESTIOI\: How can independent law firms, Pierce & Associates/Dykema
Gossett in Will Courrty and Pierce & Associates/Deutsch, Lery & Engel/Nluch Shelist in
DuPage County allei;edly represent the same Plaintiff client, with no Motions to Withdraw
filed by Pierce & Ass, ociates in either case?
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XVI. TEEDBACK- N-O EI{'FORCEI{ENT

1. In the proposals to "improve" foreclosure proceedings (see Key Exhibit 2), there is no
mention of enforceme nt.

2. The Plaintifl [s have already violated HARP, FIAMP, and a multitude of Consent Orders
from federal regulatora agencies with impunity.

3. Just like the Ame.nqre-v-SrJde.rae.nLaf Ian pag \,[l!lfy,t$e- aile4"dNa/innal
Mortgage Settlement < >f 2012 effectively has changed nothing relative to criminal foreclosure
processes like the crir fnal sale of my Naperville home on July 20, 201 1.

4. In fact, neit her the National Mortgage Settlement nor the Independent Foreclosure
Review process covers either of my two foreclosures:

a. The foreclosure Complaint for my primary residence was not filed by the
service r, American Home Mortgage Servicing, Inc. Even if it were, that servicer
is not ir rcluded as a servicer in the "National Mortgage Settlement".
b. The forerJrrsrxe Comp a-i-nJ -fcu-m,v^Aurrr:.rur1oe^rfyis-66y6,vgrrimary
residence.

5 . QUESTIO|h Snrw 'lnrcs a ftC{udr idrgt hrarc im:rslirCfrurr 'ui,u 's'rt'crnnr:Cnrsrnt
fraud? If the federal courts have jurisdiction, then why ar€n't the State Attorneys General
filing federal rackete ering/RICO or Ponzi scheme Complaints?
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XVTI. CON'CLUSION

1. Even a cursory review of this submission with its several hundred pages of
Exhibits that have breen previously submitted under Section I 109 Certification clearly
documents a GROSIi MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE relative to the CRIMINAL SALE OF
MYHOME.

2. It is also blllatantly obvious that the RULE OF LAW DOES NOT EXIST AT ANY
LEVEL OF THE IT"LINOIS JUDICIARY SYSTEM.

3. It is also bl:.atantly obvious that there is ZERO INTEGRITY at any level of the
Illinois Judiciary Sys ;tem, by attorneys or by judges/Justices,

4. The proposrals (see Key Exhibit 2) to "improve" foreclosure procedures will not change
a thing:

a. They totally fail to address any accountability for Plaintiff foreclosure attomeys
for the Commission of a Class X Felony against a financial institution under
Public Act 096-1551, AN ACT CONCERNING CRIMINAL LAW see Key
Exhib'-Lr -l9,a.ir-h,rivr) -{nr ^intenfiona{y.a*r!'.niry.a ^\{nte in rlelauU lo.a
fi nanr:ial institution.
b. They totally fail to address any accountability for foreclosure judges who are
access()des to ongoing criminal enterprises, like Judge Siegel's explicit
commi ssion of a Class 1 Felony as reported to the Judicial Inquiry Board on April
12,20)2.
c. They totally farT to address the criminal foreclosures llke mlne where Fraud
Upon the Court was committed at every step in the foreclosure process.
d. Per the pleadings, Any Jonker ofDykema, Gossett, one ofthe two
"allegr.rd'law firms representing the Plaintiff, could not even keep track of
which Deutsche Bank National Trust this was in, M004-R1 or Rjl004-Rll.
NOTE : The April 12,2012 subnission to the Judicial Inquiry Board was a
prererluisite to this "term paper" Written Submission to Supreme Court
MortEage Foreclosure Committee under Misprision of Felony.

5. By my Defe ndant/Appellant Certifications under Section 1 109 Certification, I verified
everlthing I submittei I in both of my foreclosure cases from the District Courts to the Appellate
Courts, and to the Illinois Supreme Court:

a. Yet. the Plaintiffs alleged law firms never verified a thing.
b. No rrttomey or law firm filed an Appearance in either Case 113313 or Case

1 I 303 9 wth rhe Su4teme Court, of ttlinois" because dorng so wouftL be perguy,
since tl re several law firms were hired by the servicers in both cases, not directly
by the lPlaintiffs.

6. The foreclostre r:rr4areverricrrr*s 
':irndoC 

a.e rlc enr{n'ir ihe lrLLinr.rs l\t\atgage .En-s.nb$n-e
Law that notes securit ized into Mortgage-Backed Security trusts and registered in the Mortgage
Electronic Registratio n System cannot elect to enforce those securities under the Illinois
Mortgage Foreclosure Law AT A-t-L (see GroupExtlort 6 inclusive):

a. Any/ all foreclosures based on securitized notes are VOID, even if chain oftitle
were vt :rified.
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7. The "Do - lJro"'changes (see Key Exirr6rt 20) vrot'ate tfre t-thnor's Cbnveyances Acq tire
Illinois Mortgage For eclosure Law, and the Illinois Statute of Frauds.

L Per my Rec luest for an Immediate Investigation of Judge Richard J. Siegel for
Commission of a Cla ss I Felony and for Multiple Violations of the Judicial Code of
Conduct (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive) served upon the Judicial Inquiry Board on April
12,2012, all prior fo reclosure rulings by Judge Siegel on behalf of Plaintiffs are now
suspect, as well.

8. The "forecl osure mill" law firms in my two cases (Pierce & Associates; Dykema,
Gossett; Deutsch, Lr :ra & Engel; Much, Shelist et al; and Dunn, Martin et al) and in other
cases I have research red and reported (Codilis & Associates and Freedman, Anselmo et al)
qualify as organizenl of an ongoing criminal financial enterprises.

9.. AJJ- yxlglV.iilu-sficr-s- an<Lthe- manv, aftome-v,rwho hav.e failerlto rr.ryu-l-the.
judges/Justices and atr torneys for investigation have become accessories to the felonies.

10. The man;r Juukcs, {rlil$tltr }ar e arlr rnnkttad "lhai-orrlhs 
of,ntftu anrd ftnr e

committed TREAS()N against the Constitution. As a direct result, all judicial immunity is
waived.

11. Any Judge . Justice, or attomey who reads this submission, with copies of the
extensive documentat on which has been submitted under Section I 109 certification to the
District Courts, to the 2ndl3'd Appellate Courts, and to the Supreme Court of Illinois is reguired to
take action on this carefully documented competent evidence by:

a. Rul,: 63 for judges/justices and
b. Rul"r &4. a-s- atfnmr-yt.

12. CRITICA L: Both the 12th and the 18th Judicial Circuit Courts digitally record
dl foreclosure lrearr rrys;

i3. Per those digital recordings, as well as the Plaintiff filings/pleadings, provide
extensive eviilence t'i at fhe lbreclosure courtrooms oT fhe l/h anal fhe lCh' JuaticiaL Circuit
Courts meet the defi aition of ongoing criminal financial enterprises.

14. With two Illinois govemors in a row who have been convicted of comrption and are

now in prison, I have requested that the Illinois Attomey General investigate the many District
Court iudges, the 2nd, 3'd Appellate Court Justices, and each of the Illinois Supreme Court Justices

for TREASON agains ,t the Constitution for violating my right to Due Process under the
Constitution.

Respectfu 1ly submitted,

Lauren L. Scheffers
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